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INTRODUCTION 


REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


Throughout the 1970's, judges, social workers, attorneys, 
and child advocacy groups began to recognize that 
America’s foster care system was failing to respond to the 
needs of many abused and neglected children and their 
families. Thousands of children were caught for years in the 
“foster care drift,” moving continually from one foster family 
to another. Crowded court calendars and understaffed child 
welfare agencies were contributing to an increase in the 
number of foster children and the lengths of time they spent 
in temporary foster care. 


Concern for these children continued to grow throughout 
the decade. Child advocacy groups proposed implementing 
permanency planning and monitoring foster placements 
through regular case reviews as solutions to ensure that 
children did not remain in foster care for indefinite periods 
of time. A new resource, citizen volunteers, was identified 
to help monitor foster care children and to advocate on their 


behalf. 


Citizen foster care review systems were developed in the 
U.S. as a result of state-based initiatives. South Carolina, in 
1974, became the first state to enact legislation requiring 
the establishment of a statewide Foster Care Review System. 
By the end of 1979, New Jersey, Arizona, Delaware and 
Maryland also had enacted legislation requiring citizen 
review. By 1993, Citizen Review Boards were working in 22 
states. 


The 1993 Montana Legislature passed a bill establishing 
local Citizen Review Boards for foster care placements. The 
Boards were to conduct impartial case reviews of 
placements, independent of the Department of Public Health 
and Human Services, hereafter referred to as DPHHS. The 
1993 special session attached the Citizen Review Board 
program to the Montana Supreme Court Administrator’s 
Office, by amendment. This amendment was motivated by 
reports that judges pay more attention to program 
recommendations when such review programs are 
supervised by the judiciary. 


One full-time program supervisor and one part-time law 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


ON 


THE 


clerk were hired to launch the program. The fourth judicial 
district, in Missoula, was chosen as the first program pilot 
site. Rules were drafted, a training manual was written, 
board members were recruited and trained. One full-time 
coordinator and one part-time secretary were added to the 
staff as the program expanded. To date, there are 35 
citizen review volunteers and five alternate volunteer 
members serving on the boards. 


Each local board comprises five citizen volunteers. These 
volunteers represent the various socioeconomic and ethnic 
groups of their community. They possess unique experience 
and knowledge in child welfare issues and are particularly 
interested in the welfare of Montana’s children. Volunteers 
are appointed by the District Court Judges and serve without 
compensation. . 


Montana has recruited highly qualified volunteers to review 
the needs of children in their communities. The combined 
experience of those volunteers is formidable. Two members 
are particularly distinguished by having children’s group 
homes named after them in the Missoula area. 


Training volunteer members is a crucial part of the citizen 
review process. Citizen members receive training in 
placement issues and review procedures in order to properly 
fulfill their responsibilities. Each is given a complete training 
manual which includes applicable laws and procedures. In 
addition, each board member is required to complete a full 
day of training prior to serving on the board. After the initial 
training is complete, the board members take an oath of 
confidentiality concerning information that is obtained 
during the review. 


After the boards have been in existence in each judicial 
district for one year, the members of Citizen Review Boards 
begin receiving three or four hours of training on foster care 
issues every three months. New members coming on board 
receive continuing training every three months as well. 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


HOW DOES THE CITIZEN 
REVIEW PROCESS WORK? 


Citizen Review Boards examine cases where children have 
been removed from their natural homes for alleged 
delinquency and/or parental abuse or neglect. These cases 
are first reviewed no later than six months after a child is 
placed in substitute care. Subsequent reviews occur at least 
every six months until the child has received permanent 
placement. Every attempt is made to have each of a child’s 
case reviews conducted by the same Board to ensure 
continuity of care and case planning. This effort is 
particularly important when a child has had several case 
workers and many placements. Efforts also are made to 
ensure that family ties with siblings are maintained and that 
sibling cases are reviewed together. 


Case reviews focus on: 
1) whether reasonable efforts were made to return 
the child home; 


2) appropriateness of the placement; 
3) compliance with the case plan; 


4) the projected date for reunification with family or 
placement for adoption or legal guardianship; and 


5) other problems, solutions, or alternatives that the 
board determines should be explored. 


Parents, foster parents, attorneys, DPHHS case workers, 
guardians ad litem, CASA volunteers, other interested 
parties, and the child, if appropriate, are invited to attend 
case reviews and discuss plans for the child. Board 
members are given pertinent information about each case 
prior to the review. They study the cases and prepare 
questions that will be asked of the participants at the review. 


After each review, the Citizen Review Boards make 
recommendations to the District Court and DPHHS 
regarding the child’s case plan, based on information 
obtained through the review process. 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS 
PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING 
SERVICES: 


A copy of the Board’s Findings and Recommendations is 
sent to all parties invited to attend the review and to the 
District Court. DPHHS must implement — the 
recommendations of the board or respond to the board in 
writing within 17 days of receiving the report, should they 
disagree with any of the findings. 


Citizen Review Boards now operate in three judicial districts. 
Multiple review boards were established to avoid placing too 
much work on the citizen volunteers. The first program site, 
comprising Missoula and Mineral counties, supports three 
review boards and has been operating since December, 
1994. The second program site, organized in December, 
1995, encompasses Butte-Silver Bow and also supports 
three review boards. A third program site, in Gallatin 
County, was organized in June, 1996. 


® They ensure that the Court and appropriate members 
of the community are properly informed of the 
problems and needs of the children whose cases are 
reviewed. 


4 They free up social workers from review 
responsibilities, leaving them more time for case 
management and service delivery. 


4 They serve as mediators between parties involved in 
childrens’ cases, as facilitators of permanent 
placements and as guarantors that the child’s needs 
will be monitored and met. 


4 They determine whether parents/child are receiving 
appropriate treatment services in order for 
reunification to occur. 


+ They help ensure that the treatment plan is as 
realistic, clear, and comprehensive as possible. 


+ They make findings and recommendations 
concerning foster care system problems that are 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS HAVE 
IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING 
BARRIERS: 


> 


discovered in the review process. 


They provide an objective and impartial review of 
cases. 


They serve as strong advocates for Montana children 
placed in substitute care. 


They provide citizen oversight of the entire child 
welfare system to ensure that all aspects of the 
system are functioning properly. 


Placement of inappropriate and __ potentially 
dangerous youth in group and foster homes. 


Parents of troubled youth often do not participate in 
planning for the treating their children. 


Some parents remain uneducated about the system. 


The system often is insufficiently responsive to the 
placement needs of some clients, resulting in 
inappropriate placements and slowed progress 
toward permanent placement. 


Too many placements confuse the child and impede 
progress toward permanent placement. The more 
placements the child experiences, the more difficult 
it becomes to achieve permanency. 


There appears to be no guarantee that a child’s 
progress in a placement will be assessed or of 
concern, other than by the Citizen Review Board 
process. 


Citizen Review Board decisions = and 
recommendations are not always implemented by 


DPHHS. 


There appears to be a shortage of good, quality 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


PROGRAM RESULTS TO DATE 


foster care homes, therapeutic foster homes, and 
Native American homes, in particular. This 
deficiency requires the state to purchase specialized 
services outside of Montana, at considerable 
expense. 


At present, there are 261 total open cases undergoing 
review under the auspices of the Citizen Review Boards. 
Female children account for 113 (43.3 percent) of the total 
cases. Seventy-four cases have been closed since the 
program began, 64 in Missoula and 10 in Butte. (This 
number does not include the cases that were closed prior to 
the six month review.) Figure 1 (page nine) illustrates the 
relative sizes of the review caseloads in Bozeman, Butte and 
Missoula. Note that males account for more of the open 
caseload than females at all sites. Closed cases in Butte 
comprise nine females and two males; closed cases in 
Missoula comprise four females and ten males. 


Citizen Review Boards have held a total of 857 case reviews 
since the program began. The Missoula review boards have 
held 702 meetings (82 percent of the total) since the 
program began in December, 1994. The Butte boards have 
held 117 meetings (14 percent of the total); the Bozeman 
board has held 38 meetings since June, 1996. 


Citizen volunteers have donated approximately 1,530 hours 
of service in attendance at reviews. This does not include 
the amount of time they spent in travel, training, and 


_ preparation for reviews. 


The average ages of children undergoing program review at 
each site are presented in Figure 2. Note that those 
average ages are similar across review sites although the 
average age of cases in Butte is slightly lower than that of 
the other two sites. | 


The average number of placements experienced by open 
cases in Bozeman, Butte and Missoula are compared in 
Figure 3. Note that Missoula cases have experienced more 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


placements, on average, than those in Bozeman and Butte. 
Note also the evident difference in the average numbers of 
placements experienced by males and females in Bozeman 
and Butte - there is no difference between the genders in 
Missoula. 


The average years in care in each review region are 
presented in Figure 4. The Butte cases have spent, on 
average, less than 60 percent as many years in care as have 
cases in Bozeman and Missoula. Note that the average 
years in care varies little by gender in Butte and Missoula but | 
that Bozeman female cases have spent over 25 percent 
more time in care than Bozeman male cases. 


Figure 5 compares the average percent of life in care, by 
gender and by region, for open cases. Note first that 
Missoula cases have spent noticeably more of their lives in 
care than have those of the other regions and that Missoula 
male cases have spent more time in care than have 
Missoula female cases. Bozeman’s caseload has spent the 
lowest percentage of their lives in care of the three 
caseloads. Bozeman and Butte males also have spent 
relatively less of their lives in care than have females in those 
communities. 


Figures 6, 7 and 8 illustrate selected characteristics of 
closed cases in Butte and Missoula. Average ages of closed 
cases are compared in Figure 6. The average ages of total 
closed cases are nearly identical in Butte and Missoula 
although closed female cases in Missoula were older than 
in Butte while Missoula males were younger than their Butte 
counterparts. The relative average number of placements 
of closed cases presented in Figure 7, mimics the trend in 
open cases. Missoula cases, overall, experienced more 
placements than did Butte cases. The average percent of 
life spent in care of closed cases in Butte and Missoula is 
compared in Figure 8. The numeric base of this 
comparison is very small; only the total figure is relatively 
reliable. This figure, consistent with the trend among open 
cases, indicates that Missoula cases spent more of their lives 
in care than did Butte cases. 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


FIG. 1: Number of Open Cases 
by Citizen Review Board, by Gender 
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FIG. 3: Average Number of Open Case Placements 
by Review Board, by Gender 
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FIG. 2: Average Age of Open Cases 
by Review Board, by Gender 
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FIG. 4: Open Cases Average Years in Care 
by Review Board, by Gender 














FEMALE MALE TOTAL 


fH sozeman§ ff surtte 


[_] MISSOULA 
FEMALE MALE TOTAL 
BOZEMAN 4.8 3.8 4.2 
BUTTE Fe 2.4 2.4 
MISSOULA 4.2 4.2 4.2 





saad nag to aye reer « $18. 
vobrre® yd /pioianivehiyd 


~— ee se toe ee ome oy pea NaAieveme 


ee 





i 
LAT OT 
MICT | det BAe, , 
ari err ot! NES 
not Lor. COE TTT 
en $f att ANFOSZIM 


#02 m eros’ epee soc8D nag 2b OF 
enone ss enjrat vd 


REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


FIG. 5: Open Cases Average Percent Life in Care 


by Review Board, by Gender 
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FIG. 7: Average Number of Placements of Closed Cases 


by Review Board, by Gender 
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FIG. 6: Average Age of Closed Cases 
by Review Board, by Gender 




















a oe 
FEMALE MALE TOTAL 
Wi osurte [_] MISSOULA 
FEMALE MALE TOTAL 
BUTTE 13.4 ‘17 14.1 
MISSOULA 14.3 13.2 13.5 


FIG. 8: Closed Cases Average Percent of Life in Care 
by Review Board, by Gender 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


TABLE 1: Descending Rank Order of Case Issues, by Review Board, by Gender 


BOZEMAN MISSOULA 


Neglect Neglect Neglect Neglect 

Multiple Abuse Child’s Crime Sexual Abuse Multiple Abuse 
Abuse Multiple Abuse Multiple Abuse Parent Chemical Use 
Parent Chemical Use Abuse Parent Chemical Use Sexual Abuse* 
Child’s Behavior Other Abuse Other* 

Other* Child’s Behavior Other Child’s Behavior 
Child’s Crimes* Child DD/ED* Child’s Behavior Abuse 


Sexual Abuse Parents Emotionally Domestic Violence - Parent Incarcerated 


Disturbed 


Parent Chemical Parent Incarcerated* Child’s Crimes 
Use 


Child’s Crimes* Parent Emotionally 
Disturbed 


Neglect Neglect Child’s Chemical Use Domestic Violence* 


Sexual Abuse Parent Chemical Child ED/DD* Parent DD* 
Use 


Parent Chemical Use Child’s Behavior Parent DD* Child ED/DD* 
Other Sexual Abuse 
Multiple Abuse Other 


Domestic Violence Parent Incarcerated 


Parents Emotionally Abuse 
Disturbed 


Child’s Behavior Multiple Abuse 
Parent Incarcerated Child’s Crimes 
Domestic Violence 


Parent Emotionally 


Disturbed* 


Parent DD* 


Child ED/DD* 





*Items have same score. 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 
Figure 9 expresses the primary reasons for case terminations 


among all closed Citizen Review Board cases. Note that 
emancipations and returns to the home account for nearly 


FIG. 9: Case Termination Reasons 


Expressed as a Percent of Total Closed Cases 


EMANCIPATION 








GUARDIAN/RELATIVE 







RETURN HOME 


two-thirds of all closed cases. Adoptions account for just 
under one-fifth of all closed cases. Appointment of 
guardians and releases to relatives of the child occurred 
least often of all reasons. 


Table 1 on the previous page lists the primary issues relative 
to each open case in the three program communities, in 
descending order of occurrence. Note that the highest 
ranking issues are much the same in each community and 
that there are fairly consistent differences in the rank order 
of issues across sex. The individual child’s behavior 
(criminal or otherwise) is more likely to be a higher ranking 
issue among males than among females. Sexual and 
multiple abuse of the child are more likely to be high 
ranking issues among females than among males. Note 
that parent chemical use is a high ranking issue for all but 
Bozeman male cases. In all communities for both sexes, 
neglect is the highest ranking issue. 
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REPORT OF THE LOCAL CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD PILOT PROGRAM 


COMMENTS FROM DISTRICT 
COURT JUDGES 


CONCLUSION 


These program data can serve as a useful baseline for future 
evaluations of the success of the program. If the program 
works as intended, the average age of case, the average 
time spent in care and the average number of placements 
experienced by cases should decrease, assuming that the 
program has addressed the needs of backlogged cases in 
the system. If that assumption cannot be met, the period of 
baseline measurements should be extended. As the backlog 
of long term cases diminishes, the differences noted in case 
characteristics between communities also may diminish. 
Further, such termination reasons as returning to the home 
or adoption should account for an increasing proportion of 
all reasons for case closure and such reasons as 
emancipation, case transfer and orders expiration should 
decline in relative frequency. 


With the Citizen Review Boards in place, it has helped 
increase the Court’s awareness of the plight of children in 
the foster care system. This is evident by two letters from 
District Court Judges in Missoula and Butte (Attachments A 
and B). 


Many of the cases reviewed by the local Citizen Review 
Boards have been adrift for two years or more, thus 
hindering permanency for these children. Urgency is a key 
factor to providing services to foster children and their 
families. If a child is not making progress, or if his or her 
needs are not being met, a review may be scheduled as 
often as necessary to ensure case movement. Many cases 
have been heard within thirty to ninety days in addition to 
the six month periodic review. 


Because of limited resources and a lack of foster homes, 
one of the most promising options to reduce the burden on 
an already stressed system is exploring extended family 
placements. The Citizen Review Boards continue to 
collaborate with social workers, permanency planning 
specialists, the Court Assessment Program, the Casey 
Foundation, and others in the community in order to 
become more creative in finding permanent placement for 
the children in foster care in Montana. 
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Fourth Judicial District 
Missoula County Courthouse 
200 West Broadway 
Missoula, MT 59802 
(406) 523-4773 





After a little more than two years in operation, Missoula’s Citizen Review Boards 
have improved our efforts for children and parents involved in abuse/neglect cases. First, 
they bring everyone together for an informal discussion about the children. More 
information is exchanged which results in more meaningful findings and recommendations 
than those found in internal agency reviews. As Judges we are able to question the 
various parties about the real issues affecting progress toward permanency. We also have 
a better idea on which cases need more hearings, as well as those that can move more 
quickly to termination of parental rights or dismissal. 

Another benefit are informal meetings between the Boards and the Judges where 
we share impressions and ideas about problems and issues that impact abuse/neglect 
cases. Having community members involved yields many side benefits to these kids. 
Oftentimes board members will provide their own homes to those who have nowhere else 
to go, particularly during holidays. Other common sense solutions move children from 
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$250/day care to $25/day care and often start with the Citizen Review Board. 
Community recognition of the problems confronting children and their parents is 

essential to resolving these difficult cases. Citizen Review Boards are an effective useful 

tool in our efforts to move these children from foster care to a permanent, safe home. 


DATED this 9th day of December, 1996. 





DOUGLAS_G. HARKIN 
District Judge, Dept. 4 


istrict Judge, Dept. 3 
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NOV 2 7 199 
Sas 
J arte Seale : Bev Ogolin 
“Disthict Guage ourt Secretary — 
State of Montana Second Judicial District mae: 
Cidver Bow County 
November 26, 1996 ‘Butte, Montana 59701 


723-8962 Syt. 288 
Fax (406) 782-6637 
<> © 

Karen Sedlock 

Citizen Review Boards 

318 North Last Chance Gulch 

Suite 2A 

P. O. Box 203005 

Helena, MT 59620-3005 


Re : Citizen Review Boards 
Dear Karen: 


Sorry I’m late getting this report to you regarding the Butte 
Silver Bow Review Boards. 


Both Judge Whelan and I are very grateful to not only you and your 
staff, but also the 15 members of the three Citizen Review Boards 
we have here in Butte for how the Boards function and the 
information they provide to us by virtue of the reports which you 
submit monthly. It is obvious, that many of the foster care 
hearings serve not only the foster care program, but they also 
serve as a guide in many of the delinquent youths and youths in 
need of care that are handled through the Youth Court process. 


I have talked with many of the Citizen Review Board Members and 
they are extremely happy to serve on the Boards, although I think 
they find at times there is some frustration in what they can 
accomplish. Both Judge Whelan and I sympathize with the 
frustration that occurs, but I think that that frustration is part 
of the legal process which we all have to endure. As lay persons, 
the Board members feel that things should move more rapidly than 
the process moves, but we are very satisfied with the work that is 
being done by the three Boards and their willingness to serve does 
assist in many ways too numerous to put in this short report. 


We urge that the Citizen Review Boards continue and we would 
welcome any suggestions which might help to improve the quality of 
the work the Boards do. 


As I understand it, we are the only County that has three Citizen 
Review Boards and I think the way we have it set up in Butte 
certainly does not place a lot of work on the members. 
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Karen Sedlock 

Page 2 

November 26, 1996 

I trust this report will help you in your future endeavors. 
With best regards, I am 


Ve truly yo 








James E. Purcell 
District Judge 
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cc: Judge Whelan 
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120 copies of this public document were published at an 
estimated cost of $.75 per copy, for a total cost of $90.00, 


which includes $90.00 for printing and $.00 for distribution. | 





